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LETTER FROM THE COMMITTEE DIRECTOR 

Greeting my fellow delegates, 

My name is Mehmet Enes Atik and I am currently a student at Boğaziçi University studying Political 

Sciences and International Relations. I have been attending MUN conferences for 6 years and this will 

be my second time in GSMUN. During this GSMUN, I will be serving as the responsible committee 

director for the United Nations Security Council (UNSC). In three days of time within our 

committee, we will be approaching the notion of statehood within the specific examination of 

Palestine case also the historical crisis of Kosova. 

Our agenda may seem extensive and challenging to come to a conclusion in three days of debate. But 

I believe with focusing on the right issues and working through rational remedies, you, the delegates, 

will comprehend the main object of the committee and introduce expedient ideas at the end of the 

sessions. My advice for you to achieve such resolution is that you should not satisfy with this study 

guide. Otherwise you will be ill-informed. To understand the issue and to constitute the fragments, 

you need to do more research about the subject and most importantly about the country you will be 

representing.  

Lastly, I would like to express my sincere excitement about the conference. I hope to have a great 

three days of journey full of joy and academic behoof. I am looking forward to meeting you all. Until 

then, do not hesitate to contact me and take really good care of yourself! 

 

Mehmet E. ATİK 

Committee Director of UNSC 

mehmet.atik1@boun.edu.tr  
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“But the Modern Utopia must not be static 

but kinetic, must shape not as a 

permanent state but as a hopeful stage, 

leading to a long ascent of stages. 

Nowadays we do not resist and overcome 

the great stream of things, but rather 

float upon it. We build now not citadels, 

but ships of state.”  

 



PROLOGUE 

Distinguished representatives of the Member States,  

As the President of the Council I would like to welcome you the 19
th
 Annual Meeting of the Council. 

In these three days of gathering, I hope to have both collective success from all of you and also 

personal achievement from each and every one of you throughout the sessions. 

As the Security Council, considered as the first and foremost primary ex cathedra before the 

international arena, we will be addressing the issue of statehood and in an all-inclusive manner the 

Palestine as a case study.  

Even though our core object of exercise is to attain solution to each international conflict we come 

across, this should not be the one and only priority for you when you debate in sessions. The issue of 

statehood and Palestine may seem miscellaneous enough to make you give up on any solution. But 

that will be the time when you will think and understand the significance of a collective action and 

team-work despite all the differences you have in your policies. 

 

Before finalizing the prologue, I would like to mention three important points that you should 

consider to be a successful delegate in our committee: 

 Diplomatic Attitude 

Since you will be representing Member States of the most important council of the 

international community, you have to know how a real diplomat would react in the 

Council. From academic use of English to body language, you have to show the 

committee to be a real-like diplomat.  

 Creativity 

You need to be productive and original to become prominent in the eyes of the other 

delegates and the chairs. To do so, bringing new aspects to the current discussion, 

listening and critizing other delegates, widening the committee’s perspective by 

offering unthought solutions to debate would have great impact. 

 Lobbying 

You might be a perfect delegate in debating, being creative, and using diplomatic 

English. But if you do not know how to pull other delegates to your side, all of your 

efforts will be meaningless at the end. Because we will be voting the resolutions! 

Therefore, using unmoderated caucuses for your benefit will bring you the success! 



INTRODUCTION TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

 

The United Nations is an international organization founded in 

1945.  It is currently made up of 193 Member States.  The mission 

and work of the United Nations are guided by the purposes and 

principles contained in its founding Charter. 

 

Due to the powers vested in its Charter and its unique international character, the United Nations can 

take action on the issues confronting humanity in the 21st 

century, such as peace and security, climate change, 

sustainable development, human rights, disarmament, 

terrorism, humanitarian and health emergencies, gender 

equality, governance, food production, and more. 

 

The UN also provides a forum for its members to express 

their views in the General Assembly, the Security Council, 

the Economic and Social Council, and other bodies and 

committees. By enabling dialogue between its members, and 

by hosting negotiations, the Organization has become a 

mechanism for governments      UN CHARTER 

     to find areas of agreement and solve problems together.    

The UN's Chief Administrative Officer is the Secretary-General. 

 



 

UN Headquarters in New York City 

INTRODUCTION TO THE UN SECURITY COUNCIL 

 

The United Nations Security Council was established on the 24th of October 1945 after the end of the 

Second World War and held its first session on the 17th of January 1946. The Security Council is 

based in New York City and is the highest decision-making body within the United Nations. 

Ultimately the Security Council is the most powerful organ within the UN with the sole authority to 

use force in response to threats to international peace and security. Under article 23, Chapter 5 of 

the Charter, the composition of the Security Council is outlined as 15 members of the UN with 5 

Permanent members who possess a veto power (China, France, Russia, United Kingdom and the 

United States of America) and 10 non-permanent members which are elected for a two-year term. 

 

Under the UN Charter, the Security Council has the principal responsibility for the maintenance of 

international peace and security. As the only body that can use force in response to armed attacks, the 

Council plays a crucial role in the international community’s answer to all issues of conflict and 

violence.  

The UN Charter is in essence, essential for what the Council can and cannot do. Chapter VI of the 

Charter notes that the Council “may investigate any dispute or any situation which might lead to 

international friction or give rise to a dispute”. This means that the Council can mediate 

discussions between numerous warring parties. 

 



However, Chapter VII of the Charter is the most important chapter concerning the powers of the 

council. Chapter VII gives the Council the board power to decide what measures should be taken in 

situations which involve “threats to peace, breaches of the peace, or acts of aggression”. This can 

include “may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or 

restore international peace and security” (Article 42) and also economic sanctions, which can 

solely be used by the Council. 

 

How to Succeed in the Security Council? 

 

As we all know, The UN Security Council committee is both a highly advanced 

and a highly demanding committee, yet this very specific committee of ours will be 

also very fun and competitive. Even so, it is up to delegates to make it more joyful 

and academically satisfying. Therefore, you, as the Members of the Council, have 

to take some points into consideration to achieve ultimate fun and success in the 

committee. 

 

One of the most important factors in the Security Council is the 5 Veto nations, these being: USA, 

Russian Federation, France, United Kingdom and China. During debate it would be very wise to 

try to be an ally of at least one of these delegates (the more the better). Remember that these will be 

the delegates that will determine whether a resolution passes or not, this is precisely how the veto 

power works. If a veto nation does not agree with a potential resolution, at the time of voting the 

delegation may vote against it and through veto power render it completely obsolete. 

 

Be aware of the power you possess! 



Sometimes delegates are not aware that the Security Council as a committee has the right to send 

peace forces, impose economic embargoes or even authorize NATO military intervention. Therefore, 

when dealing with an international crisis or a military situation keep this in mind when preparing your 

solutions or proposals. 

 

Research is a key factor in any debate, yet when dealing with the UN and you have to represent a 

country that has a certain foreign policy research becomes much more important. Therefore, never 

forget to take a look at these websites: 

 

 https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/ The CIA World Fact Book 

 http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/resolutions/index.shtml UNSC Resolutions 

 http://www.un.org/Depts/dhl/resguide/ UN document research guide 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE AGENDA ITEM 

History of the Notion “Statehood” 

 

In the 21st century the concept of “state” remains a critical component of international law and 

international relations. Given its central role, there should be a clear and codified definition of state 

existing in international law. However, it is not the case, and even if since 1945, with the 

establishment of the United Nations, several attempts have been made to agree on such a definition, 

none of these efforts succeeded. Thus, the Montevideo Convention
1
 can still be considered as the 

best-known formulation of the basic criteria for statehood. 

The Article 1 enunciates that “The state as a person of international law should possess the following 

qualifications:  

                                                             
1 The Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States was signed at Montevideo, Uruguay, on 26 

December 1933, during the Seventh International Conference of American States. Even if the Convention was 

signed only by 19 states, it has been almost universally accepted as the main reference in order to identify the 

constitutive elements of states. Convention on the Rights and Duties of States (Uruguay, Seventh International 

Conference of American States, 26 December 1933), 

https://www.jus.uio.no/english/services/library/treaties/01/1-02/rights-duties-states.xml (Last accessed 28 

February 2019)  

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/
http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/resolutions/index.shtml
http://www.un.org/Depts/dhl/resguide/
https://www.jus.uio.no/english/services/library/treaties/01/1-02/rights-duties-states.xml


a) a permanent population; 

b) a defined territory; 

c) government; 

d) capacity to enter into relations with other states.”
2
 

 

 

There is a debate taking place in the international legal world over whether or not satisfying the 

Montevideo criteria alone is enough to be a State or if recognition is also necessary. The two main 

doctrinal views are known as the declaratory and constitutive theories of Statehood. 

The declaratory theory provides that the moment in which an entity satisfies all the conditions set 

out in the Montevideo convention, the entity is a State. 

This explanation might seem satisfying however it fails to adequately describe the creation of “States” 

in international practice. There are entities in the world that de facto satisfy the criteria of the 

Montevideo Convention but do not as a general matter benefit from being “States” and do not receive 

or benefit from the rights that come with such a status. 

 

For instance, let’s take the Transnistria as an example. 

The political status of Transnistria, a self-proclaimed state on the internationally recognized territory 

of Moldova, has been disputed since the Transnistrian declaration of independence on September 2, 

1990. This declaration sought to establish a Soviet Socialist Republic separate from the Moldavian 

SSR, while still part of the Soviet Union. Following the breakup of the Soviet Union and Moldova's 

own declaration of independence in 1991, the PMSSR was transformed into the Pridnestrovian 

Moldavian Republic (PMR), commonly referred to as Transnistria. No United Nations member 

country recognizes the PMR's bid to sovereignty. 

 

This non-State entity has essentially been independent since the collapse of the Soviet Union. It has a 

territory, a permanent population, a government and has engaged in relations with other States. 

Notwithstanding its meeting the Montevideo criteria, it does not participate in international affairs as 

such because it lacks recognition. 

                                                             
2 The Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States. Article 1. 



 

The constitutive theory sets out that it is the recognition of an entity as a State that makes it so. This 

theory would explain why “Transnistria” and other similarly situated entities, like Nagorno-

Karabakh Republic, Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and the Republic of Somaliland, are 

not considered to be States. 

This theory, however, fails to explain why certain entities that have received numerous recognitions 

as such are not in fact States. It also raises the question of how many recognitions are necessary in 

order for an entity to become a State. 

 

 

Palestine as a Case Study 

One clear example of the statehood definition problem is the “State of Palestine”.  

As of July 2011, the Palestinian Liberation 

Organization (PLO) was reporting that it had received 

at least 122 recognitions of its “Statehood”.
3
 To put 

things in perspective, there are currently 193 members 

of the UN. That means over half, 63%, of the United 

Nations recognizes Palestine as a State. However, not 

even the PLO’s negotiator’s website discusses 

Palestine as if it were already a State. One simple 

reason for this might be that States serve a regulatory 

function in the world. Their function is to administer a 

portion of the planet where people live. If they cannot 

serve that function because they lack authority over a 

territory or people on the territory, no matter what you 

call them, they are not States. This is the case of 

Palestine: it has no effective control
4
 of which to speak 

and therefore cannot, even with recognition, be a new 

                                                             
3 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_recognition_of_the_State_of_Palestine#cite_note-roadmap-19. 

 
4 Effective control in this sense means, inter alia, the ability to exclude others from using coercion on its 

territory. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_recognition_of_the_State_of_Palestine#cite_note-roadmap-19


State. The constitutive theory, like the declaratory theory, therefore would seem to provide little 

useful information standing alone on whether an entity is or is not a State. 

All the events analyzed above shaped the status of Palestine within the international system and 

affected, positively and negatively, its capacity to fulfil the Montevideo criteria for statehood. 

The first criterion that concerns a problem about Palestine’s statehood is the existence of a defined 

territory and there is little discussion about its completion by Palestine. Though the most of them are 

contested with Israel, Palestine has established its borders, and an overwhelming majority of the 

international community, included the UN and the EU, recognizes the “Green Lines” as the 

legitimate partition between Palestinian and Israeli territory, with the former including West Bank, 

the Gaza Strip and East Jerusalem. 

 

As it can be seen, like the first criteria that is discussed with you above, there are other issues and 

questions regarding the other criteria points of the Montevideo Convention. Therefore, it is essential 

for you look up fully to the Montevideo Convention and other further reading that will be 

written at the end of the study guide.  

 

 

Further Readings 

For the full text of Montevideo Convention: 

https://www.jus.uio.no/english/services/library/treaties/01/1-02/rights-duties-states.xml 

 

For the nation-state notion: 

http://www.unesco.org/new/en/social-and-human-sciences/themes/international-

migration/glossary/nation-state/ 

 

For the Palestine’s Statehood at the United Nations: 

https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/palestinian-statehood-un 

 

For the Road to Palestinian Statehood article at Forbes: 

https://www.jus.uio.no/english/services/library/treaties/01/1-02/rights-duties-states.xml
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/social-and-human-sciences/themes/international-migration/glossary/nation-state/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/social-and-human-sciences/themes/international-migration/glossary/nation-state/
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/palestinian-statehood-un


https://www.forbes.com/sites/ewelinaochab/2017/10/09/the-road-to-palestinian-

statehood/#ea561bf3f271 

 

For the related-document “Two Concepts of Sovereignty” written by Kofi Annan: 

https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/articles/1999-09-18/two-concepts-sovereignty 

 

Also, there are some documents that I have uploaded to a Google Drive link for you to study on. To 

reach that documents: 

https://drive.google.com/folderview?id=1zAzjj9mvEzrjVZZPJ56Ql2R7xbdAf4_J 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/ewelinaochab/2017/10/09/the-road-to-palestinian-statehood/#ea561bf3f271
https://www.forbes.com/sites/ewelinaochab/2017/10/09/the-road-to-palestinian-statehood/#ea561bf3f271
https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/articles/1999-09-18/two-concepts-sovereignty
https://drive.google.com/folderview?id=1zAzjj9mvEzrjVZZPJ56Ql2R7xbdAf4_J


KOSOVO AGENDA ITEM 

 

Letter from Committee Director of UNSC 

Distinguished participants, 

My name is Oğuz Alp Kucur and I would like you welcome you all to the 

beautiful committee of UNSC which I see as the most effective body of UN in 

means of solving crisis. I hope you’ll do everything you can to improve status 

of the Kosova people and stabilize situation of the region(which is boiling for 

almost 30 years for now) 

Do your best, don’t forget to have fun and come with amazing ideas that can 

change the tide of history! 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the agenda item(send an 

e-mail to oguzkucur@hotmail.com) 

 

 

 

Introduction to Committee 

The long political crisis in Kosovo, dating back to the ’80, eventually ended in 

an open war and in 1999 even NATO was involved. Gross violation of human 

rights, deaths, almost one million refugees and widespread destruction 

characterized this conflict, while the international community was unable to 

find a diplomatic solution to the crisis. The UN SC could not do any better that 

imposing new sanctions on Serbia and ended up being totally paralyzed when 

the Conference in Rambouillet, that brought together the two warring parties – 

Kosovo Albanians and representatives of the Serbian government, failed. The 

UN inaction was even more difficult to understand, taking into account that 

only few years earlier two bloody wars, one in Croatia and one in Bosnia-

Herzegovina, took place following the same pattern of ethnic cleansing, 

violence and wanton destruction. What have Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina 

have to do with Kosovo? They were part of the same nation, the Socialist 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia: the first two as Republics, the latter as 

autonomous province of the Republic Serbia. Still, it looked like the 

international community had forgotten what happened in 1991-1995 and did not 

foresee what was coming in Kosovo. Since then, this issue is becoming more 

complex day by day to both parties and its people. 



 

 

History of the Region 

 

 

In the early 20
th

 century Kosovo and western Macedonia, emerging 

from the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, were at the center of both 

Albanian and Serb nationalist aspirations.   

While the Albanian nationalists’ political aim was to unite in one country all the 

territories inhabited by Albanian population (Kosovo, western Macedonia, 

Albania), the Serbs held Kosovo as the cradle of their civilization. Some of the 

defining moments of their history had taken place there, starting from the war 



fought by the Serb Prince Lazar against the Ottoman forces at the Battle of 

Kosovo Polje in June 1389. 

 

In 1912, after centuries of Ottoman rule and as a result of the first Balkan War, 

Serbia gained control of Kosovo, as a consequence restricting the countrywide 

aspiration of the Albanians, who managed to establish an Albanian country 

(Albania) without the territory of Kosovo. After the First World War, and with 

the crumble of both the Ottoman and the Hapsburg Empire, Serbia have become 

part of the Yugoslav country that lasted till the second world warfare. From 

1941 Serbia and Kosovo were occupied by using Nazi and Fascist armies, until 

Tito’s partisans freed the whole territory in 1944. 

 

The fact that Tito gained over the control from occupation forces with no help 

from the Soviet Union allowed him to set up an unbiased communist nation, 

that excluded Yugoslavia from the “iron curtain” that separated East Europe 

from the West. The nation he created changed into the Socialist Federal 

Republic of Yugoslavia and it comprised the republics of Serbia, Croatia, 

Slovenia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Inside the new 

Federation, Kosovo remained part of Serbia, even though 90% of Kosovo 

populace (1.7 million people) was Kosovo Albanian (hereinafter k/Albanians). 

however, they were recognized as a minority nationality, with the right of 

schooling in their very own language and permission for cultural 

establishments. Tito had continually been preoccupied with the trouble of 

Serbia’s weight within Yugoslavia, given that Serbia was the largest republic in 

the country, whose populace amounted to 40% of the whole population of 

Yugoslavia. 

 



 

JOSIP TITO 

 

In 1974, he altered the constitution of Yugoslavia, distributing good size of 

power to its six republics which consisted but not limited to giving each a 

central bank, separate police, educational and judicial systems. Furthermore, it 

gave similar strength also to Kosovo and Vojvodina, whose population was 

predominantly Albanian and Hungarian. Therefore, with the brand new charter, 

Tito managed to control the weight of Serbia by using giving Kosovo and its 1.7 

million inhabitants a huge degree of autonomy and a new status: Autonomous 

Area.  

 

Now Kosovo had its central bank, separate police, its very own educational 

system and judiciary, a provincial meeting as well as illustration within the 

Serbian parliament, its own communist party and the right of vote in the Federal 

Presidency. The 1974 constitution stirred poor reactions on behalf of the 

Serbian management, who understood that one of the principal goals become to 

undermine the political weight of Serbia. Meanwhile, it additionally precipitated 



resentment toward k/Albanians, which they couldn't manage anymore. In 1981, 

a year after Tito’s death, k/Albanians marched to the streets in order to gain 

independence from Serbia and a full republic status, the same status of Serbia, 

Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia, Montenegro and Bosnia. Mass protests and 

demonstrations had been crushed by way of the Yugoslav military force and the 

nation of emergency was declared in Kosovo. 

 

 

 

 

After the loss of life of Tito, many analysts anticipated that Yugoslavia would 

not live to tell the tale the man who had ruled it with an iron fist, repressing the 



nationalistic feelings nevertheless alive, specifically in Croatia and in Serbia. in 

the 2nd half of the ’80s, nationalism changed into on the upward thrust in most 

of the Yugoslav republics, however in Serbia one man, Slobodan Milosevic, 

was capable of taking advantage of nationalism to seize control. On April 24 

1987 Milosevic, who was a outstanding figure in Serbian Communist Party, had 

gone to Kosovo for to communicate with neighborhood Serbs, who had been 

accusing the k/Albanians of discriminating against them.  

 

While he was in Kosovo Polje meeting their representatives, a large crowd of 

local supporters that had gathered outside to cheer for the meeting, police forces 

used their power to suppress them. Understanding that this can be the 

opportunity that he needed, Milosevic left the assembly and came out to address 

them. He made himself the on the spot hero of the Kosovo Serbs, telling them in 

the front of the cameras that “no one should dare to beat you” .  

 

With the popularity he gained by using nationalism, Milosevic was in firm 

control of both the party and the government in Serbia at the end of 1987. 

 

 The end of Kosovo autonomy 

 The rise of nationalism and the role played by Milosevic were the defining 

moments that led to the breakup of Yugoslavia. Soon Slovenia and Croatia 

would declare independence and leave Yugoslavia, followed by Bosnia-

Herzegovina. However there were Serbs living in Croatia and Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Milosevic was zealous to regain those territories, even if it costs 

war. From 1991 until 1995, former Yugoslavia was carried into a war of 

dissolution, a war that turn to be so harsh that it caused the first genocide in 

Europe after the Second World War.(Srebnica genocide) 

 Starting from 1988 Kosovo’s autonomy was taken away: the provincial 

parliament was dissolved, all the publicly funded Albanian media were shut 

down, teaching of Albanian language was banned both in most secondary 

schools and university. Demonstrations were carried out everywhere in Kosovo 

and the de facto leader of Kosovo, Azem Vlasi, was arrested. Eventually, the 

state of emergency was declared in 1990. 

 



While the war in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina was still going on with its 

full bloodshed, the critical situation in Kosovo was temporary put on a shelf by 

Milosevic. On the other hand, the K/Albanians succeeded to organize parallel 

elections so in May 1992 11 Ibrahim Rugova was proclaimed as the President 

of the Republic of Kosovo. These elections were declared as illegal by Serbian 

government. Even though Rugova’s attitude for seeking a peaceful solution to 

the crisis and his desire to gain independence through negotiations, the 

fundamentals of Kosovo crisis had shifted. The new element was the presence 

of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA or UCK in Albanian), a paramilitary 

group that insisted that the only applicable solution that can be delivered to 

crisis was a military dispute against the Serbian army. 

 

 

KLA 

An armed confrontation started and rapidly escalated in 1998, with attacks on 

police stations, police officers, Serb civilians and Kosovo Albanians considered 

as traitors or associate of the Serbs. As an answer to those acts, Serbia used 

special security forces in order to attack villages, arrest civilians 

indiscriminately and carry out merciless house-to-house raids. During these 

retaliation attacks, civilians were killed or enforced to desert and leave their 

homes. On 9 March 1998 the UN SC enacted limited sanctions against Serbia, 

and supported calls by the “Contact Group” (France, Germany, Italy, Russia, 

UK and the US) for negotiations on autonomy instead of the use of military 



power. The UN SC also started an arms embargo under Resolution 1160 on 

March 30. Even though there was a strong international stand against Serbia, a 

referendum held in April 1998  which Milosevic gained full support for his 

attitude of rejecting any international mediation in the Kosovo crisis. 

 

Moreover, he even deployed more troops to Kosovo in May 1998. The 

European governments issued a “strong final warning” to Milosevic to stop his 

military operations but there was no positive answer. In June, Serb forces began 

to focus on the Drenica region, made the villagers to flee, and burned down 

their houses. Between April and June 1998 some 200,000 – 300,000 

K/Albanians were forced to flee from their homes. The international community 

restated its thought on a peaceful solution of the crisis and for an end to the 

military campaign in Kosovo, especially after the major Serbian offensive 

against the KLA and the subsequent discovery of carnages and mass graves. On 

23 September 1998, the UN SC adopted the Resolution 1199, under Chapter VII 

of the UN Charter), with a vote of 14 to 0 (China abstained). The resolution 

called for an urgent cease-fire in Kosovo, the deployment of an international 

overseeing mission, the withdrawal of the “security forces used for civilian 

suppression” and a negotiation on the future of Kosovo. On 28 September, the 

Serbian Prime Minister Mirko Marjanovic stated that all “antiterrorist activities” 

had concluded and said that “peace finally reigns in Kosovo”, but in fact there 

was no withdrawal of those forces. Furthermore, particularly shocking 

massacres of K/Albanian civilians were discovered. 

 

With the last discovery, “Contact Group” was summoned and eventually 

announced a conference on the status of Kosovo to be discussed in Rambouillet, 

near Paris, on February 6. At Rambouillet, western countries proposed an 

agreement to the representatives of both parties, Serbia and Kosovo Albanians, 

in order to sustain the peace. 

 The main points of the plan were: 

 - KLA is going to be disarmed in three months  

- All Serbian troops will be called back from Kosovo beside from 1,400 border 

guards and 2,500 security forces  

- A 30,000-member NATO “enabling force” would be sent to Kosovo in order 

to ensure the implementation of the proposal. 



 - For a three-year interim period, Kosovo would have the same rights once 

again, as it was like before 1988/89, including its own elected parliament, 

president and constitutional court. At the end of the three years, there would be 

a further international conference to decide upon a mechanism for a final 

settlement 

 While the K/Albanian delegation agreed upon it, even with the pressure by the 

United States, the Serbian delegation rejected the proposal. One of the biggest 

reasons for the Serbian delegation’s rejection was the clause related to the 

deployment in Kosovo of 30,000 NATO “enabling force” to ensure the 

implementation of the proposal. Therefore Rambouillet conference on the status 

of Kosovo couldn’t meet its goals. 

 

Last Situation in Kosovo 

The UN-facilitated Kosovo future status process was led by UN Special Envoy 

Martti Ahtisaari, former president of Finland; Austrian diplomat Albert Rohan 

is his deputy. Ahtisaari's office — the UN Office of the Special Envoy for 

Kosovo (UNOSEK) — is located in Vienna, Austria, and includes liaison staff 

from NATO, the EU and the United States. Ahtisaari is supported in his efforts 

by Ambassador Frank G. Wisner; the U.S. Representative to the Kosovo Status 

Talks Ahtisaari holds regular meetings with representatives of the Contact 

Group. 

The initial status negotiations focused on technical issues important for 

Kosovo's long-term stability, particularly the rights and protection of Kosovo's 

minorities (especially the Kosovo Serbs). Ahtisaari brought the parties together 

for the first direct dialogue in February 2006 to discuss decentralization of local 

government, which is an important measure to protect Kosovo Serb 

communities. Subsequent meetings addressed economic issues, property rights, 

protection of Serbian Orthodox Church heritage and institutional guarantees for 

the rights of Kosovo's minorities. 

On 24 July 2006, Ahtisaari brought the parties together in Vienna for the first 

high-level talks on the status outcome itself. Serbian President Boris Tadić, 

Prime Minister Vojislav Koštunica, Kosovo President Fatmir Sejdiu and Prime 

Minister Agim Çeku attended and presented their respective platforms for 

Kosovo's future status. Ahtisaari later told the press that the meeting resulted in 

no breakthroughs, but added that the discussion was "frank and candid" and the 

atmosphere was better than he could have expected. 



Ahtisaari briefed Contact Group foreign ministers on 20 September 2006, in 

New York City at a meeting chaired by U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza 

Rice. At that meeting, the Contact Group released a press statement that 

reaffirmed its desire to work towards a negotiated settlement in the course of 

2006 and also endorsed Ahtisaari's plans to develop a comprehensive proposal 

for a status settlement. After consultations with the Contact Group in Vienna on 

10 November, Ahtisaari decided to delay sharing his proposal with the parties 

until after Serbia held parliamentary elections on 21 January 2007. He said he 

would take his proposal to the parties "without delay" after these elections. 

 

 

On 3 April, Ahtisaari presented to the UN Security Council his final package of 

proposals, which included a clear recommendation that Kosovo should become 

independent subject to a period of international supervision. 

Pristina accepted Ahtisaari's final Settlement, while Belgrade rejected it. 

Immediately after the proposals became public, the United States and Germany 

(in its capacity as EU Presidency) issued strong statements of support. The 

European Union's Parliament also declared its full support to Ahtisaari's plan. 

Russia, however, called for new rounds of negotiations, possibly with a new 

special envoy. At least one other member of the Security Council, South Africa, 

a non-permanent member, has expressed agreement with Russian concerns. 

On 11 May, European members of the UN Security Council, Germany and the 

United States circulated a draft UN Security Council resolution that would 

replace UN Security Council Resolution 1244, endorse Ahtisaari's Settlement 

and end the UN administration after a transition period of 120 days. The U.S. 

Permanent Representative to the UN said that the European/U.S. draft had 

enough support in the Security Council to be adopted unless Russia chooses to 

use its Security Council veto, which Russia has stated at numerous occasions 

that it might use unless the resolution is acceptable by both sides. 

Russia rejected a UN Security Council resolution based on the Ahtisaari Plan. 

As discussions progressed in the week of 16 July, seemingly with little hope of 

agreement, EU foreign policy chief Javier Solana was quoted as saying that the 

European Union would cease supporting efforts to agree a resolution backing 

the Ahtisaari plan 'within days' if Russian concerns could not be met. Russia 

had rejected another draft resolution on Monday 16 July which had called for 

further talks between Serbia and Kosovo Albanians, describing the draft as, 

'permeated with the concept of the independence of Kosovo'. British Deputy 



Head of Mission in New York, Karen Pierce, told reporters on 17 July that a 

final draft of the resolution would be introduced 'within 36 hours'. 

The United States, United Kingdom and other European members of the 

Security Council formally 'discarded' a draft resolution backing Ahtisaari's 

proposal on 20 July 2007, having failed to secure Russian backing. 

The UN Secretary-General later endorsed another time-limited round of 

negotiations led by a U.S./EU/Russian Troika of negotiators. The Troika 

completed its work on 10 December 2007, without having achieved an 

agreement between the parties on Kosovo's status. 

On 22 January 2008 the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe 

(PACE) adopted a resolution calling for the continuation of talks on the basis of 

UNSC Resolution 1244. 

 

        

Martti Ahtisaari 

 



Ahtisaari Plan 

UN-backed talks on the status of Kosovo, led by UN Special Envoy Martti 

Ahtisaari, began in February 2006 with the aim of completing them by the end 

of that year. Whilst progress was made on technical matters, both Kosovo and 

Serbia remain diametrically opposed on the question of status itself. Prime 

Minister of Kosovo's Provisional Institutions, Agim Çeku stated that his 

government would accept nothing less than independence and would not 

contemplate partition. On the part of Serbia, Prime Minister Vojislav Koštunica 

stated Serbia would give Kosovo full autonomy but could not accept 

independence. The position of the Contact Group of leading nations is that 

Kosovo "must remain multi-ethnic and the settlement must be acceptable to the 

people of Kosovo. Additionally, there will be no return of Kosovo to the pre-

1999 situation, no partition of Kosovo and no union of Kosovo with any other, 

or part of another, country." While not yet mentioning the word 

"independence," the draft Settlement included several provisions that were 

widely interpreted as implying statehood for Kosovo. For example, the draft 

Settlement would give Kosovo the right to apply for membership in 

international organizations, create a Kosovo Security Force and adopt national 

symbols. Ahtisaari said that after a period of consultations with the parties he 

would finalize his Settlement proposal for submission to the UN Security 

Council and at that stage he would also elaborate on the status issue itself. 

 

In February 2007, Ahtisaari delivered a draft status settlement proposal to 

leaders in Belgrade and Pristina, the basis for a draft UN Security Council 

Resolution which proposes 'supervised independence' for the province. As of 

early July 2007 the draft resolution, which is backed by the United States, 

United Kingdom and other European members of the Security Council, had 

been rewritten four times to try to accommodate Russian concerns that such a 

resolution would undermine the principle of state sovereignty. The United 

States called the proposal "fair and balanced," while the EU Presidency noted 

that Ahtisaari's proposals "build on almost twelve months of direct talks 

between Belgrade and Pristina." Russia, which holds a veto in the Security 

Council as one of five permanent members, stated that it will not support any 

resolution which is not acceptable to both Belgrade and Pristina. 

 

In Belgrade, Serbian Prime Minister Vojislav Koštunica refused to receive 

Ahtisaari. Koštunica claimed that because Serbia had still not formed a new 



government after the January 21 parliamentary elections he had no mandate to 

discuss Kosovo and therefore could not meet Ahtisaari. Nevertheless, he later 

denounced the proposal as "illegitimate and unacceptable" because he alleged it 

"violates the U.N. Charter ... by undermining sovereignty of U.N. member 

Serbia."President Boris Tadić did receive Ahtisaari, after which he reaffirmed 

his vow to never accept an independent Kosovo. Foreign Minister Vuk 

Drašković warned that it was "necessary to avoid an imposed solution that could 

cause Serbia to become a factor of instability." 

 

After many weeks of discussions at the UN, the United States, United Kingdom 

and other European members of the Security Council formally 'discarded' a 

draft resolution backing Ahtisaari's proposal on 20 July 2007, having failed to 

secure Russian backing. Kosovo Albanian leaders reacted by proposing 

unilateral independence for 28 November 2007, though the UN would be 

required to overrule any such action. In November 2008, the EU accepted the 

demand of Serbia not to implement the plan of Ahtisaari through EULEX. 

Positions of the parties 

Serbia's position on the status of Kosovo is that Kosovo should enjoy substantial 

autonomy, but not be granted independence. Frequently dubbed "more than 

autonomy, less than independence," Belgrade's vision for Kosovo includes 

expanding autonomy in which Kosovo is largely free to govern itself, although 

Kosovo would not be permitted an independent role in international relations or 

defense and would remain nominally within the state of Serbia. The Serbian 

side has also proposed the One Country Two Systems formula, i.e. the "Hong 

Kong model" as a solution, but it was rejected by the Albanian politicians. 

Serbia argues that Kosovo's independence would be a violation of Serbia's 

sovereignty and territorial integrity and therefore contrary to the UN Charter 

and principles of international law. Belgrade also asserts the UNMIK has 

allowed widespread discrimination against Kosovo's Serb minority and has not 

facilitated the return of about 200,000 of internally displaced persons who fled 

Kosovo during and immediately after the conflict. Serbia insists that UNSCR 

1244, which envisioned a UN-facilitated political process to determine status, 

precludes independence through a preambular reference to the sovereignty and 

territorial integrity of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (now Serbia). Serbian 

Prime Minister Vojislav Koštunica has said that, '...any imposed solution that 

would seize part of our territory would be a violation of international law. 

 



In November 2005, the Contact Group countries released a set of "Guiding 

Principles" for the resolution of Kosovo's status. These principles notably 

included the requirement that there be no return to the situation prior to 1999 

and that there be no change in Kosovo's borders (i.e., no partition of Kosovo) 

and no union of Kosovo with any neighboring state. The same statement 

includes a call for all parties to refrain from unilateral steps and reject any form 

of violence. The Contact Group affirms that the final decision on the status of 

Kosovo should be endorsed by the UN Security Council. At a January 2006 

meeting of foreign ministers, the Contact Group further declared that a 

settlement "needs, inter alia, to be acceptable to the people of Kosovo" and 

emphasized the need for the settlement to address the concerns of Kosovo's 

ethnic minorities. Russian President Vladimir Putin stated in September 2006 

that the world must apply the same standards to the separatist Georgian regions 

of South Ossetia and Abkhazia as it does to the Serbian province of Kosovo, 

where many are seeking independence. He also added that Russia would not 

endorse any UN Security Council resolution which it felt compromised these 

rights. 

A NATO report on the question of Kosovo's status states that a region may have 

the right of secession in the case of foreign occupation or if the region is a 

colony of another nation. The NATO report claims, while mentioning 

disagreement on the interpretation, that a third condition exists when "a people 

whose right to internal self-determination has been thoroughly violated by a 

Government that does not represent the people" and suggests Kosovo qualifies 

under this condition. It concludes, while there is a case in favor of a right to 

secession for Kosovo, it rejects the right to secession in cases where regions are 

open to democratic mechanisms. 

 

What Should Committee Discuss Upon 

 UN’s approach towards Kosovan national integrity and it’s rights 

 UN’s role on the particular issue of partition 

 An applicable method which is going to satisfy both parties(For example 

should Serbia use Hong Kong method or should they use full autonomy 

method or something different) 

 Necessity of force-using to implement a possible solution 

 How to stop violence between the parties(such as riots and vandalism) 

during the process of negotiations 

 How to improve Ahtisaari plan 



 

UNSC Resolution 1244 

(https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/990610_SCR1244%28

1999%29.pdf) 

UNSC Resolution 1199 

http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/doc/1199 

UNSC Resolution 1160 

http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/doc/1160 

 

(Please read the previous resolutions to fully understand the importance of the 

UN in order to solve the issue) 

https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/990610_SCR1244%281999%29.pdf
https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/990610_SCR1244%281999%29.pdf
http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/doc/1199
http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/doc/1160

